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In re Application of Woolf et al. 
Serial No. 10/676.366 

REMARKS 

The Office action has been carefully considered. The Office action rejected 
claims 1-12 and 29-30 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. Further, the Office action rejected claims 1 . 5. 10. and 12 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5.909.213 to Martin et al 
CMartin"). Further yet, the Office action rejected claims 13, 15, 17, 21-23, 26-28, 
and 31-32 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Application No. 2003/0163525 to Hendriks et al. fHendriks"). Still further, the 
Office action rejected diums 2 md 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Martin in view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0201633 Al 
to Barsness et al. fBarsness"). The Office action rejected claims 3 and 1 1 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentebte over Martin in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,859.974 Al to McAidle el al. rMcAfdie"). The Office action rejected daim 4 
und^r 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentabte over Martin in view of McArdto 
and Barsr^ss. The Office action rejected cteiims 7-9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatenteble over Martin in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,729,687 to 
Rothfock et al. ("RothrocK"). The Office action rejected daims 14 and 33 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as toeing unpatenteble over Hendriks in view of U.S. Patent 
Application No. 2002/0042833 Al to Hendier et at. fHendler^. The Office action 
rejected daims 16. 19. 20. and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentebte 
over Hendrilcs in view of Rothrack. The Office action rejected daim 18 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hendriks in view of U.S. Patent 
Application No. 2002/0103708 Al to Kioubakov et al. ("Kloubakov^. The Office 
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action rejected claims 24 and 34 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpat ntable 
over Hendriks in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,170,016 B1 to Nakai et al. CNakai"). 
The Office action refected claim 29 urMler 35 aS.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0009459 Al to Chastain et al. 
("Chastatn") in view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0163042 Al td 
Altman et al. ("AHman"). Finally, the Office action reje<^ daim 30 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chastain in view of Aitman and in 
further view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0042830 Al to Bose et al. 
CBose"). 

In addition to the mhaustive listing of various references under which the 
clainis have been rejected on the art the Office action objects to claims 9, 1 1 , and 
29-30 for variety informalities under §1 12» second paragraph. These claims have 
been amended to overcome the objections, ftegardingttierejec^kxis detailed 
al>ove, applicants respectfully disagree. 

By present amendment, claims 1, 9. 1 1. 13, 29, and 31 have been amended 
for clarification and not in vieW of the prior art Applicants 8ut>mit that the claims as 
filed were patentable over the prior art of record, and that the amendmenta herein 
are for purposes of clarifying the claims and/or for expediting aflowance of the 
claims and not for reasons related to patentability. RMonsideratlon Is respectfully 
requested. 

Applicanta thank the Examiner for the interview held (by telephone) on May 
1 5. 2006. During the interview, the Examiner and applicants* attorney discussed 
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the daims with respect to the prior an Th essenceof applicants' position Is 
incorporated in the remarks beiow. 

Prior to discussing reasons why applicants believe that the claims in this 
application are deariy allowable in view of the teachings of the cited and applied 
references, a brief description of the present invention is presented. 

The present invention is directed td a system and method in a computing 
environment in which computer users are able to make their handwritten 
annotations public to other computer users, as well as to view notes from other 
computer users who have diosen to make their notes publia Users can selectively 
publish (e.g., Mentify as t>eing public annotations) specific authored notes, and 
subscrit)e to other's published notes. A computer user that has made his or her 
notes put>lic is also able to determine who is sut>scribing to those rxrtes. 

In one embodiment a computer user may tun a program such as on a 
tablet4>ased personal computer and may enter a publication mode, presented to 
the user as a public data entry area, in this mode, ink strokes are sent to a server, 
which records ttie ink strokes in assodatfon with the user's identity, and with the 
current context of those notes, such as a page (e.g., slUe) of a publication (e.g.. a 
PowerPtint presentation). The server also tracks what other users have 
subscribed to public notes corresponding to that identity. 

In one implementation, while a user is in the publishing mode, a background 
thread executing on the user's computer may operate to send the stroke data to 
the server, essentially as it b being entered. A separate background thread may 
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communicate with th sen/ rtoiec iv andprovid the public strok dataofoth r 
users to which the connputer user has subscribed. 

The present invention also facilitates other useful applications, including a 
mode that provkles a wholly public persistent space which any computer user can 
annotate, feferred to as a shared canvas. For example, such a space is highly 
us^l in an environment having audience members and speakers, such as to 
make background oonrunents, project this "canvas" for ttiose present to view a 
spontaneous sketch or diagram, colted points of view for an infomnal poll, and so 
forth. The space is tied to a |Hiblk:ation page being presented, such as a sikte of a 
sikle show presentation, and typicaBy controlled by one bulivklual, generally the 
one making the presentation. Another mode provides a graffiti-type wall in which 
users can add any annotations, independent of any p^e. 

Note that the above description is for example and informational purposes 
only, and shouki not be used to Interpret the claims, wtilch are discussed betow. 

S1 12 Rejections 

The Offk» action rejected daims 29-30 fbr failing to partteularly point and 
distinguish subject matter that is the invention. Appttoants respectfuHy disagree. 
Notwithstanding, claim 29 has been amended to recite language to make the 
scope of the daim more dear and has t>een done so in an effort to more 
particularly point out and distinctly daim that which the applicants regard as their 
invention. Applicants submit that the amendments to daim 29 overcome the §1 12 
rejection and request that the §112 rejections for claims 29-30 be withdrawn. 
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SI 01 Rejections 

The Office action rejected dainns 1-12 and 29-30 as l>elng directed to non- 
statutory subfect matter. More specifically, the Office action contends that the 
language, "the data is deemed pubBc" in claim 1 is based on subjective criteria and 
therefore not statutory. Further, the Office action contends that claims 12 and 29 
recite a computer-readable medium that may incorporate a carrier wave which ttie 
Office action contends is not statutory subject matter. Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Section 2106(IV)(B)(1 )(a) of the MPEP states that functionai descriptive 
material that is recorded on some computer-readabie medium is structurally and 
functionally interrelated to the medium and is statutory since use of technology 
permits the function of the descriptive material to t>e resized. See In m LoiMy, 32 
F.3d 1579. 1563-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031 . 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (datm to data 
structure stored on a computer readable medium that increases computer 
efficiency held statutory) and //i m Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360-61 . 31 USPQ2d at 
1750 (claim to computer having a specific data structure stored in memory held 
statutory product-by-process claim). Carrier waves and modulated signals are 
examples of data that may be interpreted by a computer (Le., a computer-readable 
medium) and may also be considered a product-by-process which is also statutory 
per se if the undertying process is statutory. Furthermore, the MPEP spectficaDy 
states (section 2106(IV)(B)(1)(c)) that a signal daim direded to a practical 
application is statutory regardless of its transitory nature. See O'Reilly, 56 U.S. at 
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1 14-19: In re Smsfow, 616 F.2d 516, 519-21 , 205 USPQ 221, 225-26 (CCPA 
1980). Recent court decisions have also held that •signals* are propw staturtory 
subject matter. See fijrhyOtnda Reseaich Technology, Inc. v. Comzonix Coq}., 
958 R2d 1053. 22 USPQ.2d 1033 (CCPA 1992),(v^erein the court held that the 
view that there is nothing necessarily physical about "Signals" is incorrect and that 
computer-program related Inventions can be claimed in temns of ''signals" as 
compilers operate according to signals. In feet, anything that is being manipulated 
or transformed can ^pically be drafted in terms of "signals"). 

Notwithstanding the preceding, applicants have amended daim 1 to 
elnminate the language the date is deemed pubic* in an effort to more particular 
point out and distinctly claim that which the applicants regard as their invention. 
Furthermore, claims 12 and 29 have been amended to recite a computer-readable 
storage rnedium that clearly falls vtfithin statutory subject matter. As such, 
applicants respectMly request that the §101 rejections of these claims be 
withdrawn. 

SIO^ Rejeqttong 

Tuming to the rejections on the art, amended daim 1 generally recites in a 
computing environment, a method comprising receMng handwritten ennotation 
data of an author, the annotation data identified as public data and automatically 
sent from an author's device for pubRshing, and distributing the annotation data to 
at least one device of at least one redpient subscriber. 
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The Office action rej cted claim 1 as being antic^ajted by Martin. More 
specifically, the Office action contends that IVIartin teaches receiving annotation 
data of an author that is deemed public and automatically sent from an author's 
device for publishing. Column 1 , lines 44-61 and column 5, lines 1-10 and 40-48 of 
Martin are referenced. Further, the Office action contends that Martin teaches 
distributing tlie annotation data to at least one device of at least one recipient 
subscriber. Column 5, lines 7-1 1 and 4&48 of Martin are referenced. Applicants 
rsspectfiilly disagree. 

Martin is directed toward a system for allowing users of networiced 
computers to electronically highlight selections of an electronic document Further, 
users are then able to share the highlighted information with other connected 
computer systems. Martin, however, may only use specific tools in a toott>ar to 
affect electronic documents, Le., highlighting. The Office action acknowledges this 
feet in stating that Martin does not leach any recognition of handwriting or 
handwritten strokes (see §103 flection of claim 2). Cteilm 1 has been amended to 
recite receiving harnlwritlen annotatton data and this is dearly a concept that is not 
taught by Martin as expressly acknowledged by me Office action. For at least this 
reason, applicants submit that daim 1 is altawable over Martin. 

Applicants respectfully submit that dependent cteiims 5, 10 and 12, by similar 
analysis, are allowable. Each of these claims depends either directly or indirectly 
from daim 1 and consequentiy indudes the recitations of independent claim 1. As 
discussed above. Martin fails to disdose the recitations of daim 1 and therefore 
these daims are also allowable over the prior art of record. In addttion to the 
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redtations of claim 1 rwted above, ach of these dependent daims includes 
additional patentable elements. 

Turning to the next independent claim, amended daim 13 generally recites a 
system comprising an annotation device that is a client of the senrer, the 
annotation device Including an annotations program that manages Ink annotaUons 
input by an author and includes at least one opeiating mode hi which the input Ink 
annotations are to be published, and a send mechanism that sends the published 
ink annotations to a sen/ar for distributton to other clients, the published ink 
annotations identifled as public and selectively published to at least one client and 
not published to at least one other dient. 

The Office actton rejected daim 13 as being antldpated by Hendriks. More 
spedficaily, the Office actton contends that Hendriks teaches an annotatton device 
that is a client of the server, the annotatton device induding an annctattons 
program that manages ink annotations input by an author and indudas at least one 
operating mode in which the Input ink annotatkMis are to be published. Fig. 3 and 
paragraphs 0032 and 0038 of Hendriks is referenced. Further, the Office action 
contends that HendrOcs teaches a send mechanism that sends the published ink 
annotations to a sen/er fbr distributton to other dients. Fig. 3 and paragraph 0035 
of Hendriks are referenced. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Hendnka is directed to a devk:e that is operable to handle the input of 
annotation data from a user. The annotation data may be handwritten strokes 
and/or keyed/typed input. Once a user has entered the annotation data in a 
specified fieM for publication, a send button allows the user to publish the data to 
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all connected users. However, the system of H ndriks cannot distinguish among 
the connected users such that any annotation data that is published will necessarily 
be sent to each and every client connected to the network of users. 

In contrast, dalm 13 recites selectively publishing annotatton data to at least 
one client and not publishing to at least one other client That is, a user may 
selectively publish annotatk>n data amongst specific users of the network. In tt^is 
manner, annotation data may be published to a subgroup of network clients while 
sbnuHaneously t>eing excluded from anottier sutigroup of network clients. The 
system of Hendriks cannot distingirish between difterent nelworic cGents in this 
manner, as any published data will necessarily be sent to all connected devices. 

Furthenmore* daim 13 recites identifying annotation data as public. That is, 
tiie annotation data itself is identified as public and may be persbtad as public data 
(canyingpubllcaAton data fwspecifte users and riot for others). Quite diffiarently, 
Hendriks merely publishes anything that is input into a public fieM on the origlnatir^ 
device. Thus, Hendriks publishes data based on the tocatton of its input and not 
based on a designation of the data itself as public. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, applicants sutMtiit that daim 13 is 
altowable over the prior art of record. 

Applicants respectfully submit that dependent daims 1 5, 17, 21-23. and 26- 
28, by similar analysis, are allowable. Each of these claims depends either directly 
or indirectly from claim 13 and consequently indudes the recitations of independent 
daim 13. As di s cussed above, Martin falls to disclose the redtattons of claim 13 
and therefore these dalms are also allowable over the prior art of record. In 
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addition to the recitations oT claim 1 3 noted above, each of thes dependent clalnos 
includes additional patentable elements* 

Tuming to the last independent daim rejected under §102, amended claim 
31 generally recites In a computer network, a system comprising a first annotation 
device having a first annotation program thereon on which an author inputs 
annotation data, the annotation data input by the author Identified as public and 
selectively published to at least one client and not published to at least one other 
cDent, a second annotation device having a second annotation program thereon 
which outputs annotation data, and a server that receives the pubBc annotation 
data from the first annotation device and sends the public annotation data to the 
second annotation device for output via the second annotation program. 

The Office action rejected claim 31 as being anticipated t>y Kendriks. More 
specifically, the Office adton contends that Hendriks teaches a first annotation 
device having a first annotatton program thereon on which an mthor inputs public 
annotation data. Fig. 3 and paragraphs 0032 and 0038 of Hendriks are referenced. 
Further, flie Office action contends that Hendriks teaches a second annotation 
devree having a second annotation program thereon which outputs annotation 
data. Fig. 3 and paragraphs 0032 and 0035 of Hendrfl(s are referenced. Finally, 
the Office action contends that Hendriks teaches a server that receives the public 
annotatk>n data from the first annotatfon device and sends the public annotatk^n 
data to the second annotation device for output via the second annotation program. 
Fig, 3 and paragraph 0035 of Hendriks are referenced. AppUcants respectfully 
disagree. 
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As discussed abov , H ndriks is directed to a device that is operabi to 
handle the input of annotation data from a user wherein annotation data may be 
handwritten strokes and/or keyed/typed input. Once a user has entered the 
annotation data into a specified field for publicaUon, activatton of a send button 
pul>li8he8 the data to all connected users. Quite different from the present 
invention, however, the system of Hendriks cannot selectively distinguish among 
the connected users to ttie point that any anrK)tation data that is published will 
necessarily be sent to each and every client connected to Oie network of users. 

In contrast, daim 31 redtes seleclhrely publtehing anncrtaOon data to at least 
one client and not publishing to at least one other dtent That to, a user may 
selectively publish annotation data amongst specific clients of the network. In this 
manner^ annotation data may be published to a sut)gnnjp of network 
users/machines while simuttaneously being exduded firom another subgroup of 
network users/hfiachines. The system of Hendriks cannot distinguish lietween 
difiersnt network dients in this manner as any published data will necessarily be 
sent to all conneded devtoes. 

Furthermore, claim 31 redtes Uentfiying annotation data as public. That is» 
the annotatton data itself is identified as public and may be persisted as public data 
(carrying publicatton data for specific users and not for ottiers.) Quite differently, 
Hendriks merely publishes anything that is input into a public fieU on the original 
device. Thus, Hendriks publishes data based on the location of its input and not 
based on a public designation of the data itself. 
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For at least th foregoing reasons, applicants submit that claim 31 is 
allowable over the prior art of record. 

Applicants respectfiiBy submit that dependent daim 32. by similar analysis, 
is allowable. This claim depends directly from claim 31 and consequently includes 
the recitations of ind^ndent claim 31 . As discussed above. Martin fails to 
disclose the recitations of claim 31 and therefore this claim Is also allowable over 
the prior art of record. In addition to the recitations of claim 31 noted above, daim 
32 indudes additional patentable elements. 

8103 Reactions 

The Office action rejected claims 2-4, 6-9, and 1 1 as t>ein9 ui^atentable 
over Martin in view of one or more of the references induding Barsness. McArdle, 
and Rothrack. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

To establish prima fade otyviousness of a claimed invention, all of the daim 
rscrtafions must be taught or suggested by the prior art; (In re Royka, 490 F.2d 
981, 160 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974)). and "all words in a daim must l>e considered in 
judging the patentability of that daim against the prior art;" {In ro }Mlson, 424 F.2d 
1382. 1385, 165 USPQ 494. 486 (CCPA 1970)). Further, if prior art, in any 
material respect teaches away from the daimed invention, the art cannot tie used 
to support an obviousness rejection. In re Geislen 1 16 F.3d 1465, 1471 , 43 
USPQ2d 1362, 1366 (Fed Cir. 1997). Moreover, if a modiTicatlon would render a 
reference unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, the suggested modification / 
combination is impermissible. See MPEP § 2143.01 . 
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Applicants submit that th Office action has failed to establish a prfma /S»c/ 
case for obviousness. Applicants respectfully submit that dependent claims 2-4, &- 
B. and 1 1 are allowable tiy similar analysis to claim 1 as discussed above. Eadi of 
these claims depends either directly or indirectly from daim 1 and consequently 
inchides the recitations of independent daim 1 . As discussed above, Martin fails to 
disclose the redtations of claim 1 . Furthermore. IMartin, whether considered 
individually or in any permissible combination with any prior art of record, including 
Bdrsness. McArdle and/or Rothrack, stlB fails to teach or sugi^st the recitations of 
these daims and therefore these claims are also allowable over the prior art of 
record; none of these references make up fbr the defidencies off Martin. In addition 
to the recitations of daim 1 noted above, each of these dependent daims indudes 
additfonal patentable elements. 

The Office action rejected daims 14, 16, 18-20, 24-25, and 33-34 as being 
unpatentable over Hendriks in view of one or more of the references including 
Hendler, Rothrack, Klout>akov, and Nakai. Applicants respectftjiiy disagree. 

Applicants submit that the Office actton hs^ foiled to establish a prima fBcis 
case for obviousness. Applicants respectfully submit that dependent daims 14, 16, 
18*20. 24-25, and 33-34 are allowable by similar analysis to daims 13 and 31 as 
discussed above. Each of these daims depends either directly or indirectly from 
claims 13 and 31 arKi consequently indudes the redtations of these indeperKJent 
daims. As discussed above, Hendriks fails to disclose the recitatbns of claims 13 
and 31. Furthenmore, Hendriks, whether considered individuaily or in any 
permissible combination with any prior art of record, induding Handler, Rothrack, 
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Kloubakov, and/or Hakal still ftiUs to teach or suggest th recitations of these 
claims and therefore these claims are also allowable over the prior art of record. In 
addition to the recitations of claims 13 and 31 noted above, each of these 
dependent claims Includes addWonal patentable elements. 

Turning to daim 29, daim 29 generally recites a computer-readable storage 
medium having stored thereon at least one data structure, comprising a first set of 
data representative of authors of published annotations, a second set of data 
correspondir^ to each author and corresponding to each author's respective 
published annotation data of that author, and wherein a request directed towards 
retrieving the published aniratafon data of a selected auttior represented in the first 
set of data is accessed from the second set of data corresponding to the selected 
author. 

The Office action r^ected claim 29 as being unpatentable over Chastain In 
view of AKman. More specifically, the Office action contends that Chastain teaches 
a first set of data representative of authors of published annotations. Fig. 7, boxes 
740 and 750 and paragraph 0041 of Chastain are referenced. Further, the Office 
action contends tftat Chastain teaches that a request directed towards the 
pubfished annotation data of a seteded author represented in the first set of data is 
accessed from the second set of data corresponding to the selected author. Rg. 7, 
boxes 740 and 750 and paragraph 0041 of Chastain are again referenced. 

The Office action oorrectly acknowledges that Chastain does not teach a 
second set of data for each author and corresponding to the publtehed annotation 
data of that author. However, the Office action contends that Altman does teach 
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this recitation and references Fig. 6 and paragraph 0042 of Attman. Th Office 
action concludes that it would have been obvious for a person sicilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have combined the teachings of Chastain witti 
the teachings of Altman to arrive at the claim language off daim 29. The Office 
action contends the reasoning for this combination would allow a user to view 
annotations teased on a particular page and a particular author. Applicants 
respectfully dteagree. 

As detaled atiove, to estat>lish f^ma fecsfe obviousness of a claimed 
invention, all of the daim recitations must t>e taught or suggested by the prior art 
{In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981« 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974)), and 'all words in a 
daim must be considered in judging the patentability of that daim agair^st the prior 
art;* (in rs \Mlson, 424 F.2d 1362. 1385. 165 USPQ 494, 486 (CCPA 1970)). 
Further, if prior aft In any material respect teaches away from the claimed 
invention, the art cannot be used to support an obviousness rejection. In m 
Gmslen 116 F.3d 1465. 1471, 43 USPQ2d 1362. 1366 (Fed Cfr. 1997). IMoreover, 
if a modification would render a reference unsatisfedory for its intended purpose, 
the Suggested modification / oombbiation is impenmissible. See MPEP § 2143.01 . 

Applicants submit that the Office action has failed to establish a prima fade 
case for obviousness. Chastain is direded towards a system for sharing document 
highlights among electronic documents of an eledronic book, in this manner, an 
author may share book highlights with a group of redpients. As correctly 
acknowledged by the OfHce action however, Chastain does not teach a system 
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wherein authors may store d ta that oorresponds to their own respective 
annotations about a specific document or set of documents. 

Attman, does not cure this deficiency, despite the contention In the Office 
action. AKman. te&ches a system for storing annotations with an original document 
such that a retrieval of the document may also retrteve each annotation stored 
therewith. However. Altman does not store any infbnnation regarding the author of 
the document Despite the Office action referencing a Xreator^ in Altman, this 
term simply does not appear anywhere in AHman» nor is it even suggested. Thus, 
Altman simply does not teadi that which the Office action contends. 

Furthennore. the reasons given for the combination of these references is 
highly suspect at be^t. Neither Chastain, nor Altman teaches storing author data 
with annotation data in a database such that this information may be retrieved 
quickly and easily. In fact, each of these references teaches away firom using any 
kind of authoring date, as each one is wholly concerned with storing a retrievat>le 
version of annotetion data based upon the document in which the date 
oorresponds. Showing prior art that teaches a first and second set of data that 
stores the exact same informatton does not teach the first and second data stores 
as recited in daim 29. Not only do these two prior art references fell to teach all of 
the recitations of daim 29, (or dependent dalm 30), but these references may also 
not be permissibly combined in the manner suggested by the Office action. Thus, 
applicante submit that claim 29 arul dependent daim 30 are allowable over the 
prior art of record for at least the foregoing reasons. 
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For at least the$ additional reasons, applioants submit that all the claims 
are patentable over the prior art of record. Reconsideration arKi withdrawal of the 
rejections in the Office action is respectfully requested and timely allowance of this 
application is earnestly solicited. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing remarks. It is respectfully submitted that claims 1-34 
are patentable over the prior art of record, and that ttie application is in good and 
proper form for allowance. A favorable action on the part of the Examiner is 
earnestly solicited. 

If in the opinion of the Examiner a telephone conference would expedite the 
prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is invited to call the 
undersigned attorn^ at (425) 836-3030. 



Respectfully submittad, 




Attorney for Applicants 

Law Offices of Albert S. MIchalik, PLLC 

704 - 228th Avenue NE. Suite 193 

Sammamish, WA 08074 

(425) 836-3030 

(425) 836-8957 (facsimile) 
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CERTIFICATE OF FAQ^IMH.^ TfVVNSMI$$IQN 
i hereby certify that this Amendment, along wtth transmiltai and facsimile 
cover sheet, are being transmitted by facshnile to the United States Patent and 
Trademaric Office in accordance with 37 C.F.R. 1.6(d) on the date shown below: 



Date: Juf^ 29, 2006 




Albert S. Michalik 



4mAmdndmMt 
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